uppese we have i thing A and a property F,
anid A has F. But suppose that A has F eon-

Slmgcmi i A could have lacked the prop-
erty F even though A cristed, even though P

The truthmakers

existed, o even though hoth exsted together,

And suppose that Fis an intnnsic property: when
something has F, that is entirely a matter of the
nature of that thing itsell not atall a matier of 1y
relations to other things, tFill in an example if
you like: but besare led your example fuia
irrelevanl questions abowt whether the property
you chase really is a propenty in the fullest sense
ol the word, and whether it really is intansic. )

If we believe D M. Armylmng, (here must
then exist a second thing, B. Bis entirely distingt
From A, and from F, and sofrom both logether:
vet B's existence is necesarily connected o
whether or not A his F. Meeessarily, il A bas F
as it does, then B musl exist necessarily, if A had
lacked | it mighl have done, then B could not
herve exisled,

“That is the central thesis of Armstrong s bank
A Wearldd cof Seates of Afferry, 1 is strange. II twa
things arcenticely distinct, as A and B liave been
cand 1o be, we want o say Uit guestions aboul the
existence and intrnsic s
dhent ol quasstsons abdaut 1 e e x istenoc and intrin-
sic mature of the other Since Melboume and
Syuney are entirely distinct, Melbourne could
exist without Sydney, or Sydoey with Mel-
hourme, of beth of them could exist together, o
neither. Possibility is “combinatorial™. there are
iwar possibilities for whether or nol Melhourne
exists, twn possibilities for whether or nut
Sydiey exists, and either of the two possibilities
for Melbowrne can be combined with either of
The twes passibilities Tor Sydney. Likewise, pose
sibilities abour the imirinsic nawres ol distonet
things ure independent: Melhourne could be flat
and Sydney could be hilly, or Sydney could be
fat and Melboume hilly, orboth could be flat, or
both eould be hilly. And, likewise, whether
Melbourne is Mal or lly is independent of
whether Syidney does or does not exist: again,
Tour difterent cases are posathle. Or so we would
all think. But how baldly we should extrapolate
the Jessenof suchexamples s adisputed matter.

To be sure, the laws of nature establish con
mections berween the exisience aml the intinsic
nalures of distinet things. But Armstrong "s nec-
essary connection between A und Bois o a
merely lawlul connecton. Armstrong  agrees
gthough not evervone does) that the laws ol
malure might have heen dillerent; indeed. that
there might have been no laws st all. Bul even
then, =0 Armstrong thinks, o sull would have
been necessiry = necessary in U strongest sense
wal the word —that B exisws itand only il A has B

Why should anyone believe such a thing?
There is 9 posal reason, umd there is o bad reason.
It is the pood reason that guides Armstrong. But
it is the bad rewson that may, all 1oo casily, per-
suawde his resders o drop tieir guard.

Lt us consider the hael wason fist. 1 intro
duced Armetrong’s thesis in a delibermely
abstruse snd slienating way, refusing wo reveal
the name that he gives o the thing B whose exis-
fenee is necessanly conneeted 1o whether or not
Achas . Mow | shall tell you: e says thal B iz the
=ytate of affairs of A'shaving F” So his thesis s
that, necessarily, the state of affwirs of A% hav-
ing Fexists if and only if A has F. Said that way,
it suddenly soumds not at all hard Lo belicve
rather, it sounds like the merest laism,

Dur leachers used to wam us, rather lon ofien
amd rather wa stridently, not o be bewiched by
langwage. They told us. i paricularn, 1o beware
of “pacudo-reference™ nol to be luken in by
phrases that superficially resemble referring
terms, but that sctually play some quite different
role in the game of languege. The menace of
predo-reference may be less widespreasd than
In ot Lo sy that it never
“Ue st of affairs of A's

we once Tearcd, hui the
happens ol all. Mayhe

ent one ure indepen- |
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having F* is a pseudo-referting werm. Maybe 1
does not refer 1o Jn}'lhin all. s er fortivers 1
does not refer o anyiming B thal stands in
remarkahle necessary comnections fo the intrine
sic nature of something entirely distinet from
| itself. In that case, suyimg “the stabe of affairs of
A’ s having F esists” might be nothing more than
i long-winded way of saving that & has F. Then
ot “mere trusm” would imdeed be true; snd our
comfon in assenting o it would be well
explained. Bui then we wauld be muach mislsken
il we mead that comfomable pseudo-referential
trmsm n an unbelogically senous way, [alsely
imputing a reference where in ot there is none.
By all means assent to the comfortable truism;
but wnless we can rule out the hypothesis of
psendo-reference, assenl Lo the Uruism gives us
o reason 1o believe that there exists something
B whose exiskence is neeessany connected o
whether A has F.

S0 much for the had reason o helicve Arm-
strong s theais, Now for the good reason, which
is Armstrong’s ovn nsason. [0 has nething st wll
ton b with our offhand assemt to the comlomable
truism. { Except for this: thanks tothe trusm, it
imdced there were something B whose existence
wis necessarily connected v whether A had F,
then “the state of alfaies of A% having 7 wonld
be anapl name lo conferon B and sccordingly, it
i he marme Armsirong has chosen. Bul the avail-
ability of an apt name is no proofl tat there exsts
sormething that deserves that name. |

Ta understand the geod reason, we turn 1o the
topic of tuth, Statements divide into traths and
[alsehoosds. Some of the treths are pecessury
| ruthas set those aswde. The nest of the ioths are
| contingent: they are triths that might have heen

[alse. Mow ask: when o statement § is (coniin
| gentlyirue, what sukes i drue? I0wouldn’t seem
right 1o say: “Well, § just d5 tue, and that’s all
there is 1o it”, Rather, we want o say that its trath
15 apelational propery. The workd = the wiality of
all the emities there actually are — makes S froe,
Cr rather, sinee fow tnuths purpont o deseribe the
entire world, some part af the wor dmake: 5 true,
Somewhere within the world, S has @ “truth-

had by things. Take the statement that thing A |
hus property b, LTt is lrue, as we supposed i |

maker”. Something E exists such that, necessar- |

iy, if E crists then, § is tue, (Or perhaps several

things exist, any one of which would have suf-
fiwed to muke 5 wrue. Esch and every cal - al leas
I it s eat essentially — i @ truthmaker for the
statement that something s cal.)

Ammatrong, along with his one-time eolle
C. B Muorln, was o pioneer in demanding
explic [y that trmhs muost have trothmeakers; and
im custigating philosophical systems that Failed
ton sartisly Uhis demand, Think, for instance, of o
metaphyiie that reduces the material world w
I 5. Mills “permanent possihilities of sensu-
fien"s what, i ol the wreduced manerial world
ey the donr, could be the truthmaker for @
truth ahou what sensations moukd have followed
(he scosation of opening the door? The point
seems well faken, al leash so far as tis example
goes. But why stop there?!

ahaul the intrinsic properties contingent ly

be, and 7 we avcept Armsirong's general
demand that wuths must have trathmakers, then

this truth must have o truthmaker. lts trathmaker |

15 whal Armetrong calls o “state of affairs”,
Others might call it a “fact™. But this word is 10
be hunned. because it means sometimes s truth,
sometimes u truthmaker; sometimes that which
might have existed and brem a fulsehond, some-
tlimes that which would not have existed a all,
Call it what you will, a truthmsaker Tor this predi-
cation would be something B such that, neces-
sarily. il B exists, then the statement that A has F
15 trues. [nvother words, such thal, necessan |y, 1l B
exias, then A has F, And now we are most of the
wary o Armstrong s thesis.

Why dous the truthmaker B have to be whally
dysunet from A& and from F? Indeed, couldn’t it
just consist of A plus FY - Mo; becanse then B
would antomatically exisUil A and Fdid. But we
stipulaited that F was o be a conlingent property
of A; 5o i has 1o be possible for A notahave F
even though A and F, both exist. (0r could B
cansist of some pans o’ A and F? - Mo, for much
the same reason.) armstrong does indeed call A
umi F the “constituents™ of the state of affairs B,
Bunt thist lermimoelogy is safe only if we resist all
temptation 1o read “constiient” litcrally as a
symonyfor “part”,

Or migh! there e just some part of B, call it
B-, thim is entirelv distinet from A and F Then A
aml F aml B- jointly would do the job of truih-
maikimg. That hypathesis provides a truthmaker,
But now B-, rather than the whale of B, is
imvilved 10 @ slrange necessary  Comnection
hetween distinct things: necessarily, given that
Acand Foexist, B- exasts of smd only ir A has F.

Writing Again

I climbing back into the Little ten
wherne only athin glow of cloth
keeps out the open firmament —

stretched like o membsane
elicaie blowes ol ars

shivering:

ike dnear

naises ol land, seents upon ocean s breath,
and above all the fume ol fime sloswed
alinost e anchor like o flegrol clouds,
while she blie cylinder uncoilsas words.
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ome truths are predications: e about |
the properties had by things, in particular |

| Newhing is guined, simpliity is lost, Or might

there be two redundant truthmakers, B and B2,
| etther ong of winch wonhd have sulficed 1o make
| it true that A has F7 O might it huve boen posai-
hle for something else, B3, 0 have done the
truthmeking. if only B3 had existed? Then our
necessary connection hetween distinel things
takes this form: necessanly, there eaists either
Bl or B2 or B3, nd vnly if A his B A"j:\in'.
nothing gained, simplicity lost.

In shor, the good reason o helicve Anne-
strong’ s thesis is that itaffords the simplest way,
il not guite the only way, of providing trutlwnak-
ers for predications, IF we do not satisfy the
demand for truthmukers, there will be nothing
much we can sy about why theas contingent
truths are true. We shall just have to say: the sl
ment that & has Fis true because A has F.IUs so
beciuse 11s so. [ just is, How el would that be?
Wl it e just as bad as 3 parallel throwing=up-
af-hands in the case of the alleged truths about
permanent possibililies of sensation?

On the other hand, how bad would it ke o
abandon combinatorialism about possibilivy, and
posil necessary CONReCtions between distinet
things? That i the price we pay lor uncompro-
musing adherence tethe demand for truthmakers.
Becmuse, sadly ihe demand for truthimakers just
tx ezl for mecessary connee lions

Annther mstance of The conflict between com-
hinutorialisim and the demand for trathmakers
appears vehen wee ask what the wuthmaker s for a
{contingent) denial of existence. the statement,
| sy, thist there we no arctic pengoins. The tuth-
‘ maker for that truth would have 1o be something
|
|

that could not possibly ceexist with un arctic
penguin. Amsiong's warld of stales of affuirs
provides » wuitahle cundidate for the job. But dn
we want there to be any such thing? = Nutif we
helieve, ws combinatonalists, that anything ean
coexist with anything. Worse still. suppose we
were such wholehearted combinatorialists ay to
think it possible that there might have been
absaluiely nothing at all. IWwould then have been
true that there was nothing. Would there have
heen a trutlimaker tor this truth? - If a2, there
wotild have hecn something, and nol rather
nothing. Contradiction,

One principle or the other has o be compro-
mised. Stick 1o the demand for ruthmakers and
compromise combimatonalism, and you will be
lead 1o Arnstrong™s world of states of allairs, or
10 \nmcrhjng vers like il (Ammstrong's book 15
exemplary inthe justice it does lonearhy alterna
lives 1o his own system.} You can hald on, as
Armstrong does, W a lmited version of combi-
natorialism which pertains only 1o the indepen

held om 1o the won of combinatonalism which s
denied by the necessary connection hetween B
amndd the intrinsic character of A, nor cin you
accept any combinatorial a gument for the possi-
halaty that nothing crists,

Stick to uncompromising combinatorialism,
and deny thal predications need trulhmakers,
and you will have no good reason o believe in
states of affairs at all, sull less to believe any of
whal Armstrong says aboul them, Some other
aspects of Armstrang’s system are nevertheless
Jeft ding: most importantly, his distinctive
coneeption of tlundamental) propeics as con-
tngently existing heings with muliiple locations
n space and time.

The need w choose between combinatonal-
ismand truthimaking is el widely acknowl
edped, But it s a real fork in the oad: buth diree-
tinns heckon, but we cannot tuke both. Thanks i
Armstrong's oxcellent book, we know much
helier than belore what lies abead i1 we choose
wruthmaking and fopesa ke combinatorialism.

i
I i
‘ denwe of distinet states of sffairs. But you camnol
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